DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 410 276 

AUTHOR 

TITLE 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 



PUB TYPE 
EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 
ABSTRACT 

Commission on Teacher Credentialing to conduct a study of teacher preparation 
programs to assess the extent to which these programs prepare candidates for 
teaching credentials to teach critical thinking and problem-solving skills in 
elementary and secondary schools. With assistance from the Center for 
Critical Thinking at Sonoma State University, the Commission designed an 
interview protocol for telephone interviews with education and subject matter 
faculty in public and private colleges of education. A total of 140 
interviews were completed, representing a 78% response rate among those 
contacted for an interview. Although most said that critical thinking was a 
primary objective of their instruction, only 19% gave a clear explanation of 
what critical thinking is, and only 9% were clearly teaching for critical 
thinking on a typical class day. Fifty percent of those interviewed said that 
they explicitly distinguish critical thinking skills from traits, but only 8% 
provided a clear conception of the critical thinking skills they thought were 
most important for students to develop. Seventy- seven percent of respondents 
provided limited or no conception of how to reconcile content coverage with 
the fostering of critical thinking. Education faculty were slightly more 
likely to state that critical thinking is of primary importance to their 
instructional objectives than were Arts and Sciences faculty. An attempted 
analysis of exemplary practices in teaching critical thinking shows that 
teachers actually do not teach for critical thinking, but simply assume that 
they intuitively grasp its concepts and teach for it. Approaches to change 
this perception are suggested. (SLD) 



TM 027 079 

Paul, Richard W. ; And Others 

Teachers of Teachers : Examining Preparation for Critical 
Thinking . 

Mar 97 

9p . ; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (Chicago, IL, March 24-28, 
1997) . 

Reports - Research (143) -- Speeches/Meeting Papers (150) 

MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

*Critical Thinking; Educational Practices; Elementary 
Secondary Education; Higher Education; Outcomes of 
Education; *Problem Solving; Program Evaluation; *Teacher 
Education; Teacher Educators; *Thinking Skills 
California; Sonoma State University CA; Telephone Interviews 



In 1994 the Governor of California directed the California 



******************************************************************************** 

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 

******************************************************************************** 




Tryc^Toy^ 



* 



VO 

r> 

CN 

O 



Q 



w 



TEACHERS OF TEACHERS: EXAMINING PREPARATION 
FOR CRITICAL THINKING 



Richard W. Paul 
Linda Elder 

Sonoma State University 
Ted Bartell 

Azusa Pacific University 



Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association (March, 1997) 



PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL 
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 

j^d \ K 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 

. . . / 



i-r-v. anu improvement 

educational resources information 

✓ CENTER (ERIC) 

‘far This document has been reproduced as 
received from thb person or organization 
originating it. 

□ Minor changes have been made to 
improve reproduction quality. 



• Points of view or opinions stated in this 
document do not necessarily represent 
official OERI position or policy. 




BEST 



2 



TEACHERS OF TEACHERS: EXAMINING PREPARATION 
FOR CRITICAL THINKING 



Richard W. Paul, Sonoma State University 
Linda Elder, Sonoma State University 
Ted Bar tell, Azusa Pacific University 

On September 29, 1994 Governor Wilson signed legislation authored by Senator Leroy Greene (SB1849) 
directing the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing to conduct a study of teacher 
preparation programs to assess the extent to which these programs prepare candidates for teaching 
credentials to teach critical thinking and problem-solving skills in elementary and secondary schools. 

During the spring of 1995, Commission staff began to conceptualize a study design that would yield 
descriptive information on course content and teaching practices being employed by postsecondarv 
faculty to train teacher candidates. With assistance from the Center for Critical Thinking at Sonoma 
State University, an interview protocol was designed for use in telephone interviews with a cross- 
section of education and subject matter faculty in both public and private colleges and universities in 
California. 

During the study planning process, a decision was made to design respondent selection procedures in such 
a way as to assure that information collected would be generalizable to all faculty preparing teachers 
across the state. To accomplish this objective, two statewide probability samples were designed: a 
sample of teacher education faculty based in Schools of Education, and a separate sample of Arts and 
Sciences faculty teaching courses in Commission-approved subject matter programs. 

There were three major objectives in this study. The first was to assess current teaching practices and 
knowledge of critical thinking among faculty teaching in teacher preparation programs in California. 
The second was to identify exemplary teaching practices that enhance critical thinking. The third was 
to develop policy recommendations based on the results of the study. 

The Concept of Critical Thinking And Problem Solving Used in the Study 

The concept of critical thinking and problem solving used in this study is "minimalist/' that is, one 
which captures the essential dimensions of the concept reflected in the following: its etymology and 
dictionary definition, major definitions and explanations in the literature, a brief history of the idea, 
major tests of critical thinking, and the basic values it presupposes. 

This minimalist concept of critical thinking is embedded not only in a core body of research over the 
last 30 to 50 years but also derived from roots in ancient Greek. The word 'critical' derives 
etymologically from two Greek roots: "kriticos" (meaning discerning judgment ) and "kriterion" 
(meaning standards ). Etymologically, then, the word implies the development of "discerning judgment 
based on standards." In Webster's New World Dictionary, the relevant entry reads "characterized by 
careful analysis and judgment" and is followed by the gloss: "critical, in its strictest sense, implies an 
attempt at objective judgment so as to determine both merits and faults." Applied to thinking, then, we 
might provisionally define critical thinking as thinking that explicitly aims at well-founded judgment 
and hence utilizes appropriate evaluative standards in the attempt to determine the true worth, merit, 
or value of something. 

The tradition of research into critical thinking reflects the comrron perception that human thinking 
left to itself often gravitates toward prejudice, over-generalization, common fallacies, self-deception, 
rigidity, and narrowness. The critical thinking tradition seeks ways of understanding the mind and 
then training the intellect so that such "errors", 'blunders", and "distortions" of thought are 
minimized. It assumes that the capacity of humans for good reasoning can be nurtured and developed by 
an educational process aimed directly at that end. It assumes that sound critical thinking maximizes 
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our ability to solve problems of importance to us by helping us both to avoid common mistakes and to 
proceed in the most rational and logical fashion. 

For example, those who think critically typically engage in intellectual practices of the following sort. 
They regularly monitor, review, and assess: goals and purposes; issues and problems; information, data, 
or evidence; interpretations of such information, data, or evidence; quality of reasoning; basic concepts 
or ideas; assumptions made; implications and consequences; points of view and frames of reference. In 
monitoring, reviewing and assessing these intellectual constructs those who think critically 
characteristically strive for clarity, precision, accuracy, relevance, depth, breadth, and logicalness. 
Each of these modes of thinking serve to accomplish the ends for which we are thinking and hence to 
solve the problems inherent in pursuing those ends. 

Current Teaching Practices and Knowledge of Critical Thinking 

In-depth interviews were utilized to provide information on how faculty tend to think about critical 
thinking and the manner in which that thinking influences the design of their classes. Questions were 
designed to shed light on the extent to which students in teacher preparation programs in California 
are being taught in ways that facilitate skill in critical thinking and the ability to teach it to others. . 

There were three goals of this component of the study. The first was to ensure that any faculty who had 
a developed notion of critical thinking (of any kind) would have a full opportunity and much 
encouragement to spell out that notion. We wanted to make sure that everyone interviewed was 
encouraged to express their actual views and to express them in detail. 

The second goal was to examine the views expressed to see: a) how many faculty actually had a 
developed view and b) how much internal coherence there was in any given faculty view. In other 
words, we sought to determine how many faculty had seriously thought through the concept of critical 
thinking-irrespective of how they defined it— and then, once we had a full expression of any given 
person's views, we examined what was said, not only for clarity but also for coherence. 

The third goal was to determine the extent to which the views expressed demonstrated an 
internalization of traditional "minimalist" elements of critical thinking. We sought to determine, in 
other words, how much of the common core of meaning now attached to the traditional concept by those 
working in the field of critical thinking research (and reflected in its semantics and history) has been 
internalized by faculty teaching in teacher preparation programs. 

Data collection included both closed-ended and open-ended questions. In addition, the coders of 
responses made judgments about some important global features of the responses made (using minimalist 
components of critical thinking as criteria). The open-ended questions, and the follow-up questions, 
were designed, as indicated above, to provide maximum opportunity for individuals to articulate 
virtually any concept of critical thinking that they favored. The follow-up questions' main function 
was that of ensuring that the most specific and precise views that could be obtained were obtained. 
Since the interviews lasted 45 minutes on average, the interviewees had ample opportunity to express 
their views. 

The same interview protocol was utilized for both education faculty and subject matter faculty. A total 
of 140 interviews were completed, representing a 78% response rate among those contacted for an 
interview. Since the samples were constructed so as to be representative in a statistical sense of all 
faculty involved in teacher preparation in California, the results can in fact be generalized to teacher 
preparation faculty in the state as a whole. The results of the analysis were as follows: 

1 ) Though the overwhelming majority (89%) claimed critical thinking to be a primary objective of 
their instruction, only a small minority (19%) gave a clear explanation of what critical thinking 
is. Furthermore, according to their answers, only 9% of the respondents were clearly teaching for 
critical thinking on a typical day in class. 
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2) Though the overwhelming majority (78%) claimed that their students lacked appropriate 
intellectual standards (to use in assessing their thinking), and 73% considered that students 
learning to assess their own work was of primary importance, only a very small minority (8%) 
enumerated any intellectual criteria or standards they required of students or gave an intelligible 
explanation of what those criteria and standards were. 

3) While 50% of those interviewed said that they explicitly distinguish critical thinking skills 
from traits, only 8% provided a clear conception of the critical thinking skills they thought were 
most important for their students to develop. Furthermore the overwhelming majority (75%) 
provided either minimal or vague allusion (33%) or no allusion at all (42%) to intellectual traits 
of mind. 

4) When asked how they conceptualized truth, a surprising 41% of those who responded to the 
question said that knowledge, truth and sound judgment are fundamentally a matter of personal 
preference or subjective taste. 

5) Although the majority (67%) said that their concept of critical thinking is largely explicit in 
their thinking, only 19% elaborated on their concept of thinking. 

6) Although the vast majority (89%) stated that critical thinking was of primary importance to 
their instruction, 77% of the respondents provided limited or no conception of how to reconcile 
content coverage with the fostering of critical thinking. 

7) Although the overwhelming majority (81%) felt that their department's graduates develop a 
good or high level of critical thinking ability while in their program, only 20% said that their 
departments had a shared approach to critical thinking, and only 9% clearly articulated how 
they would assess the extent to which a faculty member was or was not fostering critical 
thinking. The remaining respondents had a limited conception or no conception of how to do this. 

8) Although the vast majority (89%) stated that critical thinking was of primary importance to 
their instruction, only 'a very small minority clearly explained the meanings of basic terms in 
critical thinking. For example, only 8% clearly differentiated between an assumption and an 
inference, and only 4% differentiated between an inference and an implication. 

9) Only a very small minority (9%) mentioned the special and/or growing need for critical thinking 
today in virtue of the pace of change and the complexities inherent in human life. Not a single 
respondent elaborated on the issue. 

10) In explaining their views of critical thinking, the overwhelming majority (69%) made either no 
allusion at all, or a minimal allusion, to the need for greater emphasis on peer and student self- 
assessment in instruction. 

Some differences were also observed between Education and Arts and Sciences faculty. These 

differences do not alter the overall findings but do suggest relative strengths and weaknesses for each 

group. The comparative results were as follows: 

1) Education faculty were slightly more likely ( 91%) to state that critical thinking is of primary 
importance to their instructional objectives than Arts and Sciences faculty ( 82%). 

2) Education faculty were somewhat more likely (55%) to include in their concept of critical 
thinking a distinction between critical thinking skills and traits than Arts and Sciences faculty 
(39%), though neither group effectively articulated that difference. 
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3) Education faculty were somewhat better in articulating how they bring critical thinking into the 
curriculum on a typical class day (33% of the Arts and Sciences faculty provided little or no 
conception of how to do this while only 15% of the Education faculty had the same lack of 
conception). 

4) Education faculty were more likely to elaborate on how they would reconcile content coverage 
with fostering critical thinking (25% elaborated on reconciliation of these, while only 8% of the 
Arts and Sciences faculty elaborated on the same point). 

5) The Arts and Sciences faculty better articulated the basic skills of thought that students need to 
effectively address issues and concerns in their lives such as clarifying questions, gathering 
relevant data or information, formulating or reasoning to logical or valid conclusions, 
interpretations or solutions, etc. Of the Education faculty, 40% failed to mention any of these 
basic skills while only 5% of the non-education faculty failed to mention any. 

6) The Education faculty were somewhat less likely to ignore the importance of emphasizing 
problem solving in the classroom than the Arts and Sciences group. Only 10% of this group failed 
to mention its importance while 26% of the Arts and Sciences faculty failed to mention it. 

7) The Education faculty were somewhat less likely to ignore the special need for critical thinking 
today in virtue of such phenomena as accelerating change, intensifying complexity, and 
increasing interdependence (64% of the Arts and Sciences faculty failed to mention its importance, 
while 51% of the education group failed, to mention it). 

8) The Education faculty were less likely to ignore the need for emphasis on peer and student self- 
assessment (33% percent of this group failed to mention it, while 55% of the Arts and Sciences 
group failed to mention it). 

Analysis of open-ended responses provided not only confirmation of the quantitative data, but also 
powerful support for significant qualitative generalizations. What is more, a close look at individual 
cases reveals that there is significant contrast between those faculty members who have a developed 
concept of critical thinking and those who do not. Profiles of individual faculty responses are presented 
in the full report to illustrate clearly the kind of differences which existed between those who were 
articulate in explaining how they approach critical thinking and those who were not. 

Most faculty answered open-ended questions with vague answers, rather than clear and precise 
answers. In many of their answers there were internal "tensions" and in some cases outright 
contradictions. The magic talisman were phases like "constructivism", "Bloom's Taxonomy", "process- 
based", "inquiry-based", "beyond recall", "active learning", "meaning-centered" and similar phrases 
that under probing questions the majority of interviewees did not explain in terms of critical thinking. 
The most common confusion, perhaps, was a confusion between what is necessary (for critical thinking) 
and what is sufficient (for it). For example, active engagement is necessary to critical thinking, but one 
can be actively engaged and not think critically. 

Virtually all of those interviewed identified critical thinking and the learning of intellectual 
standards as primary objectives in instruction, yet few gave clear explanation of what their concept of 
either was. Virtually all said that students lacked intellectual standards when they entered their 
classes, yet implied, at the same time, that they left with those intellectual standards in place. They 
also overwhelmingly stated or implied that their students left them with a good level of critical 
thinking as well as a good level of ability to foster critical thinking in their future students. 

By direct statement or by implication, most claimed that they permeated their instruction with an 
emphasis on critical thinking and that the students internalized the concepts in their courses as a 
result. Yet, only the rare interviewee mentioned the importance of students thinking clearly. 





accurately, precisely, relevantly, or logically. Very few mentioned any of the basic skills of thought 
such as the ability to clarify questions; gather relevant data; reason to logical or valid conclusions; 
identify key assumptions; trace significant implications; or enter without distortion into alternative 
points of view. Intellectual traits of mind, such as intellectual humility, intellectual perseverance, and 
intellectual responsibility, are virtually unheard of by the interviewees. 

Exemplary Practices 

The second component of the study was to identify exemplary teaching practices and to 
determine, in a rough and general way, why some few faculty are doing an exemplary job of 
teaching for critical thinking while many others are not. We assembled candidates for 
exemplary practices in all of the following ways, with the following results: 

1) Direct solicitation of exemplary practices from all campuses with approved teacher 
preparation programs. In late January of 1996, the Commission's Executive Director salt a letter 
to all Deans of Schools of Education and Deans of Colleges of Arts and Sciences asking that 
faculty be encouraged to submit examples to the Commission of program design, course design, 
assessment of teaching for critical thinking, and teaching strategies. There was comparatively 
little work forwarded as a result of this direct solicitation, and of the work forwarded only a 
small percentage had sufficient detail to allow us to determine how they concaved critical 
thinking or how they taught for it. 

2) Follow-up interviews of "strong profiles'" from the initial interviewees. O nly a small 
percentage of those interviewed qualified as providing "strong" answers in the initial 
telephone interview. These individuals were recontacted to obtain additional information on 
their teaching practices. Several of these, but not all, qualified for presentation as exemplary 
cases. 

3) Direct solicitation of faculty who have participated in critical thinking professional 
development . This solicitation produced a much higher percentage of responses and the quality 
of the responses were higher, in general, than the quality of responses (in terms of clarity, 
elaborateness, and coherence) in our solicitations outlined in 1) and 2) above. 

4) Random samples from work turned in at critical thinking workshops for post-secondary 
faculty . As in our solicitation to those faculty who have participated in critical thinking 
professional development, this aspect of our study produced examples of work strongly 
suggestive of exemplary teaching practice (though it was not possible to interview the original 
authors of the work to probe beyond the initial global design). 

Our analysis of the results of our search for "exemplary"' practices in teaching for critical 
thinking, are, on the whole, straight-forward and pretty much in keeping with "common 
sense." The overwhelming majority of post-secondary faculty, .being under no formal 
requirement to systematically study the research on critical thinking nor how to teach for it, 
have not done so. The overwhelming majority simply assume that they intuitively grasp 
critical thinking and unquestionably teach for it. However, since this majority have not, in 
fact, thought much about critical thinking and have had no formal professional development in 
it, they are hard pressed to explain what critical thinking is (in a clear, elaborated, and 
coherent fashion) and are equally hard pressed to explain how they teach so as to foster it. 

On the other hand, the faculty that have systematically studied critical thinking and have 
taken the time to participate in critical thinking professional development demonstrate a 
much higher ability to explain the concept (clearly and coherently) and integrate strategies 
conducive to it into their instruction. As professional educators we advocate oiganized and 
systematic study in order to achieve knowledge and skill; hence, it is not remarkable that those 
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who have participated in organized and systematic study of critical thinking and how to teach 
for it have more knowledge and skill in it than those who have not. 

Policy Recommendations 

If it is essential for teachers in California to foster critical thinking, then it is essential for those who 
teach the teachers to have at least a baseline knowledge of the concept of critical thinking. Those who 
teach prospective teachers must be sufficiently well-informed about critical thinking not only to be able 
to explain it in a general way to their students, they must also regularly model instruction for critical 
thinking in their own classroom procedures and policies. The design of their classes must reflect an 
explicit critical thinking orientation, so that students not only systematically think through the 
content of their courses, but also come to see how the design of a course can require and cultivate critical 
thinking and thoughtfulness— or fail to do so. 

In our view, five interventions are requisite for substantive change to occur. First, we must disseminate 
the information faculty need to change their perceptions. Second, we must provide for faculty skill- 
building through appropriate professional development. Third, we must establish strong accreditation 
standards for preparation in critical thinking in all teacher education programs Fourth, we must 
strengthen and reinforce teacher preparation for critical thinking instruction by creating career-long 
credential expectations. Fifth, we need to include knowledge and skill related to critical thinking in 
all teaching credential examinations. Let us look at each of these proposed interventions in turn. 

1) Information Dissemination: Sufficient awareness, grounded in intellectual humility, must be 
generated in those communities of faculty teaching in teacher preparation programs leading to the 
recognition a) that there is a general lack of knowledge on the part of the teaching faculty of the 
baseline concept of critical thinking, and b) that most students in teacher preparation programs are now 
graduating without knowledge of critical thinking or how to teach for it. There are seven forms of 
information that need wide dissemination. At present none of these categories of information are 
widely disseminated in the teaching community. The categories are as follows: 

• We need to disseminate information that documents the problem at the K-12 teaching level. 

• We need to disseminate information on teaching for critical thinking within particular disciplines 

(such as math). 

• We need to disseminate information about the process that faculty go through as they initially 

develop their ability to bring critical thinking successfully into the classroom (especially 
regarding those who display intellectual humility). 

• We need to disseminate information about exemplary teaching practices of individuals, as they reach 

high levels of success. 

• We need to disseminate information about model programs (which demonstrate how networks of 

courses can be designed to foster critical thinking). 

• We need to disseminate information about models from schools of education who successfully 

integrate critical thinking into their classes. 

• And we need to disseminate information about model textbooks which abandon the encyclopedia style 

of writing in favor of a concise but systematic emphasis on developing critical thinking within the 
discipline. 

2) Skill Building: If graduate and undergraduate faculty who are involved in teache' preparation are 
to incorporate an emphasis on critical thinking into their instruction, then appealing opportunities 
should be provided for professional development in critical thinking. Effective professional 
development must not only provide a baseline conceptualization that is fully in keeping with the 
traditional purposes of critical thinking, but it must also show how critical thinking can be integrated 
into the teaching of all subject areas and disciplines. It must enable faculty to begin to reconceptualize 
the design of their instruction so so as to bring greater intellectual quality, intellectual discipline, and 
intellectual standards into the heart of instruction. Professional development opportunities should not 
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advocate any particular definition of critical thinking. Rather, they should encourage the faculty to 
integrate the core concepts of critical thinking into their particular disciplinary specialties according 
to their own preferred definitions or definitional emphases. 

3) Accreditation Standards: In the course of re-structuring the requirements for teaching credentials (as 
a result of SB1422), the Commission should consider establishing four kinds of expectations to teach 
critical thinking. First, the Commission should expect institutions to teach prospective teachers to 
think critically in the course of common, general discourse. Second, there should be expectations about 
learning to think critically within each of the subjects that prospective teachers study (e.g., history, 
mathematics, government, science). Third, the Commission should expect prospective teachers to know 
how to design instruction so that, once they become teachers, they foster the critical thinking of their 
students. Finally, new teachers should enter the profession with "habits of mind" that include critical 
reflectivity about their own teaching. 

4) Career-Long Credential Expectations: In recent years, the Commission on Teacher Cnedentialing has 
exerted leadership in the creation of induction programs that are expecially designed for beginning 
teachers (defined as first-year and second-year practitioners). To date, the standards for beginning 
teachers and their induction programs have (1) given no attention to the role of new teachers as 
instructors of critical thinking, and (2) given no attention to critical thinking as a domain of knowledge 
and skill that new teachers are expected to acquire and use. Both of these omissions should be corrected 
by the Commission as part of a broader effort to incorporate attention to critical thinking skills and 
concepts in the preliminary preparation, initial induction, and ongping professional growth of future 
teachers. 

Teachers are required in California to renew their teaching credentials at five-year intervals. The 
renewal of their credentials is based on completion of "individual programs of professional growth," 
which are subject to state regulation and local monitoring. The Commission should explore whether 
individual programs of professional growth for practicing teachers should include specific instruction in 
critical thinking as well as the teaching of critical thinking in elementary and secondary schools. As 
teacher's careers unfold, and as they renew their professional credentials after each five-year period, 
they could be expected to attain increasingly advanced levels of proficiency as teachers of critical 
thinking to their K-12 students. 

5) Teaching Credential Examinations: Critical thinking must be assessed extensively in teaching 
credential examinations to ensure that faculty members and prospective teachers take seriously the 
importance of critical thinking. When prospective teachers know that they will be facing a rigorous 
assessment of their critical thinking knowledge and skill, their motivation to learn it will be 
significantly heightened. All existing Commission-sponsored examination programs need to be 
analyzed to determine (1) the extent to which the current exams assess critical thinking knowledge and 
skill, and (2) whether a critical thinking component could and should be developed and scored within 
each of these assessments. 



AREA' 1997 



TMDV-70 7 ^ 




US. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) 

REPRODUCTION RELEASE 

(Specific Document) 




I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION: 




In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents 
announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system. Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users 
in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, and electronic/optical media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
(EDRS) or other ERIC vendors Credit is given to the source of each document, and. if reproduction release is granted, one of 
the following notices is affixed to the document 

If permission is granted to reproduce the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following options and sign the release 
below 



Sample sticker to be affixed to document 



Check here 

Permitting 

microfiche 

(4”x 6" film), 

paper copy. 

electronic. 

and optical media 

reproduction 



“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 

TO the educational resources 

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Uval 1 




Sample sticker to be affixed to document 



• PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL IN OTHER THAN PAPER 
COPY HAS BEEN GRANTEO BY 

— 

TO THE EOUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



or here 

Permitting 
reproduction 
in other than 
paper copy. 



Level 2 



Sign Here, Please 

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits. If permission to reproduce is granted, but 
neither box is checked, documents will be processed at Level i. 




M l hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce this document as 
indicated above Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic/optical media by persons other than ERIC employees and its 
system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other 
service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries." 


Signature: /v 


JU- 


Printed Name: p. 


Organization. /x 


Address: 

^2-/ 


Telephone Number: ^ 


0a “ Arid m7 



OVER 




CUA 




THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA 

Department of Education, O’Boyle Hall 
Washington, DC 20064 
202 319-5120 



February 21, 1997 
Dear AERA Presenter, 

Congratulations on being a presenter at AERA 1 . The ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and 
Evaluation invites you to contribute to the ERIC database by providing us with a printed copy of 
your presentation. 

Abstracts of papers accepted by ERIC appear in Resources in Education (RIE) and are announced 
to over 5,000 organizations. The inclusion of your work makes it readily available to other 
researchers, provides a permanent archive, and enhances the quality of RIE. Abstracts of your 
contribution will be accessible through the printed and electronic versions of RIE. The paper will 
be available through the microfiche collections that are housed at libraries around the world and 
through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service. 

We are gathering all the papers from the AERA Conference. We will route your paper to the 
appropriate clearinghouse. You will be notified if your paper meets ERIC's criteria for inclusion 
in RIE: contribution to education, timeliness, relevance, methodology, effectiveness of 
presentation, and reproduction quality. You can track our processing of your paper at 
http : //er icae2 . educ .cua.edu. 

Please sign the Reproduction Release Form on the back of this letter and include it with _t wo copies 
of your paper. The Release Form gives ERIC permission to make and distribute copies oTyuur 
paper. It does not preclude you from publishing your work. You can drop off the copies of your 
paper and Reproduction Release Form at the ERIC booth (523) or mail to our attention at the 
address below. PI ional submissions. 



This year ERIC/At, is maKing-a.& earcnaDie juomerence program available on the AERA web 
page (http://aera.net). Check it out! 



Mail to: 





'Lawrence M. Rudner, Ph.D. 
Director, ERIC/AE 



‘If you are an AERA chair or discussant, please save this form for future use. 



ERIC | Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation 



